Each department was asked $6 states ite conception of ) % i 
objectives of their teaching of philosophy, (b) the ‘subjects er | : ds 
ef their curricule and.(¢) to comment on the orientation and prep= - = 
aretion of their teachers. My summary will be restricted te ) the | 
first. two points. . 

At firet glance these reports show en sienatng unbninity on the El 
objectives, function and content of philosophy. Of the 27 colleges — : 
and universities reporting, only seven (John Carroll, Detroit, : ss 
St. Peter's, San Francisco, St. Louis, Cahisius and Loyole of Chicago) . 
submitted minority reports or reporte by individuals, and of theae is 
seven only three (John Carroll, Loyola of Chicago and Detroit) . . 
indiceted in their reports that there were any basic disagreementa : 
within their departments. At least in quentitetive terms, then, : * . - 
one could conclude that within each of the great majority (24) of - 
philosophy departments there is not too much controversy concerr nd 


~ 


the nature and function of philosophy. eee 
; If one undertakes a comparison ~ the 27 dopictniniiey. thd 
Siete on seems to be somewhat similar. Agein quantitatively, hi 
‘reader concluded that there was a sia. Fiat of unanimity 
the 27 reports -- so much so thet in the end FY haa to eoncluas: 
only three departments (Georgetown, Loyola of Kew Orieans and 


Rarlonely, criticiaed or. peeersee a seaanity f ot a 


from the majority of twenty-four? et 
Surely on a second reading there are considerab 


among these reports. Some, for example, are ony 
sentences in length; others are as Bas as four or 


iduel members of the departments. Despite the danger ur 


be the most relevant and useful in determining tne 
of their differences; most saber Pepsi a 


Christien Philosophy; 6) merely tiackees of RAS and a 
(4) teachers of Christian Phil .osophy. The meaning of these cate 
and the reason for their choice can perhaps be best explained w 
; considering each one in turn, ; ob RNs 


(1) Scholastic Philosophy. Of the ‘ks tas: 


accordance with the Catholic | figion. The 
offers all four of these es seisons for ate 
philosophy andé adds thet one of ite oniet 
the presuppositions and rationel basis of the 
feith (P.78). Creighton is even more specific, ent 
function specifically ase the teaching of the 43 
Indeed, this department also urges that the phadoneiplcy progren be 
integrated with a curriculum in Thomistis theology (Pee). “(ant 
urging such an integration their Thomism seems to ue quite oon 
with the actuel thought of Aquinas). San Prencisco end loyols 
Los Angeles also suggest en integration of the philosophy and ‘€ 
departments. And Scranton, Loyole of Baltimore, Xavier, Regia ant | 
John Carroll sll insist on the importance of Scholastic nitions : 
for the understanding of scholastic theology. But Spring Hill and 
St. Joseph's seem pugzled (and I think rightly) over Roy! relation 
seholastic philosophy to scholastic theology sinoe th y fina that , 


theology departments are teaching little if wit Sines | 


substitution of philosophy for theology.) ta 
Several departments attempted to define the intrinsic nerite of” : 

scholastic philosophy. Loyola of Chicago finds in philosophy’ th 

true practical guide for Living in thet st 7 

ciples for life, vag spaves end culture. - 


most detailed end strongest criticisms of Evel the 3 ets omy | 
& program ” heving precisely the dppowiee: effect on | tte 
of Jesuit schools, Zavier sees philosophy Sa necessary. for the 
training of a "Ley apostolate" (but whether this povtolate de to 
announce the good news of Scholasticism or of Christianity ie ‘not 
clear). Wheeling College holds that the exclusive tesching ot ! 
Scholastic Philosophy "trains the students’ vehi powers™, | “sant aa 
ow this is done is not explained. Rpt Re ea ae 
two minority reporte, A. J. Smith, 8.3. of Sen Prancieco land Ree a 
“View II" of the John Carroll department, are in favor of vets sis 
curriculum oriented around scholastic philosophy end else the. 
teaching of symbolic logic end modern and contemporary phtlosophy. 
The Latter are regarded as essential in order thet the student eh 
"understend" his contemporeries. Both views, however, etill, ‘tend. poe 


some degree to consider this “understanding” as defending coholastie 


philosophy or being able to refute adversaries, And ‘just how euch ee 
a program is possible in terms of time and curriculum ie not, explained. as 


Vinelly, Dr. K. Payzs of Detroit offers a defense of the sstetnatye it 
orientation of departments to scholastic philom phy | (opALA7S) 
in that any other procedure is either iupreoticabie ‘decause of time 


or would be"confusing for the student". 


(2) Scholastic Christian Phileso Unlike the FOr een tae oe gh ee 
holest phy. ae 


departments whose commitment to Scholastic philosophy 4s pranexily 9° 0% 


on the basis of ite own intrineic merite, four schools (Merauette, 0 \ 
Gonseze, Rockhurst end Canisius) inl one individual report believe) 
that their funvtion is to teen Christian Philosophy. ime they lie 
“Anmediately go..0n to -esacume thet the only euthient ic Christian Pai }osohy 


“without further ado thet "Scholastic. ‘philosophy is the only philo- 


is. Ltehnlaenin Philoso oe ee not more pect ie ur . 


we i< 


“ovorty). Thue, ‘for ioc cmeagiond ie > ten ot 


ieee 30-31) seems to reach the same position ree ‘for wane, 
insisting thet their funetion is to teach phitowapny: whieh te open 
to the Christian faith they alse le al all modern and contemporary 
philosophies, Cenisius (pp 3lh-Ho) ie even more explicit, aecerting 


sophy which is open ond properly aubordinate ce Revelation” (P.36) 
Carl Burlage, S.J. of Loyola of vatoage offers a lengthy defence cp 
(pp.11-23) for the exclusive teaching of thomiem as the Christian ee 
philosophy precisely because of ite Laie tachi orientation. But uu 
these departments who conceive of their role as ‘touoners of Scholastic 
philosophy because it is Christian philosophy seem to be in ie betten fm 
to elaborate the relation of scholastic philosophy “te the teaching | 
of theology. Thus, for Father Purlage the chief. merit of such an a 
approach to philosophy is that it is the best way to make visuals 
interesting to students who are for the most part Christians, But 

while conceiving philosophy to be fides guaerens intellect 
does not offer us any distinctive conception of theology nor does he 


he 


explain how philosophy is to be related, if ake ell, to undergraduate ae 
theology. To be sure he does point out thet ‘athe demand for the - 
understending of Faith is @ demend for the understending of aeture,* 


: 
; 
: 


and that "it ia the need ite Theology which (in the believing Christian). th, 


eu 


postulates and imposes the mene OF Putlosophy,” ‘But he would not 


seem to allow for philosophy any other role heres the role of Ante 


to discuss matters which they conceived to be outside their discipline. 


rthy of attention in can 
the light of recent non-Secholastic theological inquiries which are. Te 


useful, The latter possibility would seem gee 


developing with considerable independence from any scholastic. as ay a 
philosophy. ie Taek ne 


(3) Philosophy. Those departments which pee “2 
their role as just teachers of Beary form wou exoup tt | 
five departments, Mariage 

First of all, I would place the Detroit paiane in this eroup. 
This department came to the conclusion that though they are nore. nh 
than just teachers of philosophy, they are so only for ‘"non-philo~ MG | fi 
sophical reasons# (P.34). Their silence about what these "non- yet 
philosophical reasons" ere led me to suppose that they considered 


themselves to be “pure” philosophers and so unable (or unwilling?) 


Secondly, Seattle seems to have no conception of philosophy at 
all, though they extoll the values of philosophy for life and ite 
liberalizing, humenizing values in an age of specielization end . 
technology. This love of wisdom is indeed inspiriag, but just how ey 
they, or anyone, are to succeed in realizing this Aristot}etan ideal 5 9 
in the contemporary context is not discussed, i | 

Loyola of Los Angeles points out (and I think rightly) that no . 
systematic philosophy can be taught to undergraduates wivhous first " 
introducing them to some history of philosophy. “They also insist 5 
that philosophy should be taught ‘"Socretically" rether than *dogmat— Bele: 
doaliy" and then iuply: thet it can be taught. inthe former way only 
if the student already hag something to discuss which he has sttsined ‘ 


feibe ‘ atte ress 
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Bees, Hehe 


| through previous study of at least some of the texts of the phil-~ 
osophers themselves, . . eta | 
Thirdly, there are two departasnte (Georgetown and Loyola of 
New Orleans) who appear to fall into this classification because of 
their criticiem and rejection of any exclusive commitment to a aya 
tematized Thomism or Scholasticism. Georgetown offers a lengthy and 
reasonable critique of the systematic teaching of scholasticism to 
undergraduates (PP. 4-5 and 63-65). They argue convincingly that most 
of the flaws of textbook scholasticism for undergraduates arise 
because the philosophy curriculum for laymen has been oriented around 
the philosophy curriculum for the seminary. They argue that such em 
orientation has not succeeded since philosophy for the layman is 


is not primarily a tool for further studies in speculative theokgy. 


Hence they urge a curriculum which is more open to other philosophical = 
ea 


positions. But their conception of their positive rele is not 
explained, though they are quite explicit in holding that their role 
is not merely to be teachers of systematic textbook scholasticiem. 
They also urge that theology departments be developed independently 
of philosophy departments (Pp.86-87). ‘They point out that there is 
in most schoolé a considerable amount of overlapping in the theology 


and philosophy courses, e.g. in ethics snd moral theology. In this 


ail . . ‘ ies nent v4 


though they seem quite convinced that most philosophy departments 
heve often been coing the work of weak theology departments. 


Loyola of New Orleens offers little overt criticism of the 


“mey sahil ies the eas ! 
“textbook scholesticien ( 


/ 4 inere Andoctrinat lon in 
. ‘aysten, eg. thonian, bi 


. pistent of  atecoureeing | the. aa : 


oie “Aanttteny i may be 
aloes the posinaa 


Phcaise. ie iy be Bh that bed five sli a wish "he "% ; 
exception of Seattle and Detroit, @ppear to be advocating the ae 
teaching of philosophy only without any further qualification wut bap 
it be Christian, Scholastic or sdngernths This is probably only 

_ appearance, however, fab from their irene Srseia remy 

more liaise Seen ine of Palosophy. 


weton, None, a seem to srortiens a 5 lta sera 


ee 2 
be iad ota 
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iced 1 teens a set 
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of their tesk on ee » Sanabing of Ghristien pation 
% cing the ‘emellest iat nevertheless. am, 


sketchy report (pp. 2728) all advocate e 5 phiitovophicad 2 teaching of 
of philosophy which is at the same time frankly and explicitiy. 
interested and at times committed to philosophies which not only ao os 
not contradict Revelation, but which are or could be veeful for : 


theological understanding or are at Laps relevant for ‘suet, Da 
understanding, 


k 
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Of these reports, the three reports of Pr. Richardson (opel 
pp.137-170) are by far the most detailed end complete. In the first: 


ae Ht 
. 


he summarizes his conception of undergraduate phstesophy ae: TeRywns. iat 


toog Fens ria 
tt will keep ite insight f res a 
Wis sources, rig on the other sustain a By 


‘tenth th subsequent th: ers gil to ae fp tpeoraore 
all I ch is ‘vals “dn their bay 


ef course, to reduge 4 . 
- impoesible is Tee llemotod aes 
_ Philosophy. ares Zeit as mp] 


is serious reasons for dropping ethics as @ required philosophy course 
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in accordance with this ‘eonception of ; philosophy he then proposes 
(yps237~1h2) & curriculum which coubines the: ghoiee of a ‘topic or 


‘problem (e.g. the detan of men, inowledge, eartiy; value, ete. ) 
with the study of selected primary sources as answers to this 
problem. | One might quarrel with hie selection of only one 


problem and with his choice of man ae the ‘only problem, but it. ane 
is clear that his general proposal combines the advantages of the | 
systematic and historical approaches to the teaching of philosophy 
end yet compensates for the excesses of each. Moreover there does 


not seem to me to be ony’ reeson why these courses must be arranged 
in chronological order rather than in the Logicel order of topics. 
‘Winery, Pr. Richardson offers a lengthy discussion (pp.137-170) , 
of the whole question of the role of ethics in undergraduate Christian © : 
epenet iene Pages 143-146, in my opinion, offer penetrating and 


tte a1) vadergraduates. The remainder of his paper proposes 4 quite 
different wort do course on the morality of the pereon which, 
decav@e 1% would contain mich religious and theological content, 

he believes showld be taught by a theologian. The following seems 
te summarise his (ae well ae perhaps many other people's) critician 
of philosophical ethics: nm \ f 7 


"At present the atudent's theoretie tr in the morel life 

4a. imparted } the course in ethic. By this we understand an Pe) 
exerinetion ef moral principles that is urely philosophical ¥ 

jn character, 8. gained by the light of ¢ unabiee natural reason. 
‘But is esuob & eoeere adequate to give the student an intelligent 

je oct f the moral commitment he himself ie called to * 
sided rgsacn is blind te the super-natural scope _ 4 
of af vita oe sommitwent and helplees to speak either of the motive pe. 
vmaihon with Christ) or the means (divine grace). to fulfill it? ie 

tet. ag 3 be c Learly. understood that we do net question. fore 
eatane ‘the peseibility o: Preaie anetural ethice — 

ner the rape aeventagee pl oing 30. mei pesesuy ethics 
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The Glascuee's of is 
reason, to axageusnte ite ign tious for the 
Ghar the Christian is what we ignate here 
rationalism". In itself, it is ee rig 
a8 & theoretical foundation for his moral life.* 


